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years that followed, Margaret fostered unprec-
edented growth in the center, which is now in
a large and airy freestanding building and con-
tinuing to grow. The South Toledo Senior Cen-
ter serves hundreds of seniors a nutritious
lunch every day, and is the only one in the
area serving lunch on Sunday as well. Its pro-
grams are varied and all-inclusive: if it’s some-
thing seniors enjoy doing it’s being done at the
South Toledo Senior Center. I cannot imagine
it without her, nor not being greeted with her
cheerful smile upon my visits there.

Hayes’s belief that ‘‘Old age is not some-
thing to which I have arrived kicking and
screaming. It is something I have achieved,’’
Margaret Hunt has arrived at this place in her
life with grace. While we wish her a wonderful
life of retirement, we yet look to her for contin-
ued quiet greatness.
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Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, oh, pity the
Vice President. His electricity bill is too expen-
sive. It seems that like many other Americans,
the Vice President is faced with an intolerably
high energy bill this year.

What is our unfortunate Vice President to
do?

President Bush has suggested that Amer-
ican people spend their tax-rebate check to
pay their energy bills. Regrettably, the Vice
President’s rebate check will be not enough to
cover his costs—his electricity bill is in the six-
figure range.

Perhaps he would be well served by turning
off some more lights around the house as
Lyndon Johnson used to do, or maybe turning
his air-conditioner off when he is not at home.
But until recently, the Vice President has not
been strong on conservation—dismissing it as
‘‘a sign of personal virtue, but not the basis for
a sound, comprehensive energy policy.’’

Consistent with that thinking, Vice President
CHENEY said, ‘‘If you want to leave all the
lights on in your house, you can. There’s no
law against it. But you will pay for it.’’

Well, thankfully, the Vice President is putting
his money where his mouth is.

Or is he?
You see now, Mr. CHENEY, with his 33-room

mansion and $186,000 per year energy bill,
doesn’t want to ‘‘pay for it.’’ He wants the
United States Navy to pick up the tab, and
House Republicans are going to extraordinary
lengths to help him get off the hook. House
Republicans are poised to relieve his official
budget from paying for his electricity costs, by
passing the buck on to our sailors in the Navy.

That’s correct, in a classic instance of do-
as-I-say, not-as-I-do, Mr. CHENEY, doesn’t
want to pay his electricity bill. If only the Amer-
ican public had it so easy, to be able to pass
their bills on to somebody else.

Coming from an Administration that is doing
nothing to help consumers cope with the
sharp rise in electricity prices, this raises real
questions.

Mr. Vice President at least practice what
you preach, and pay for your own electricity
bill.
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Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing with Mr. Matsui the In-
dividual Tax Simplification Act of 2001, and in-
vite all my colleagues to join me in sponsoring
this legislation.

It is fitting that this bill on tax simplification
is being introduced on the first day of joint
hearings on tax simplification in the Select
Revenue Measures and Oversight Subcommit-
tees of the Ways and Means Committee. Sim-
plification is on everyone’s wish list. While my
bill may not fulfill everyone’s wish, this bill will
eliminate approximately 200 lines from tax
forms, schedules and worksheets. My bill gen-
erally does this in a revenue neutral manner,
and without moving money between economic
income groups. As we all know, the tax code
is terribly complex, and has become dramati-
cally more complex for average taxpayers dur-
ing the past six years.

A skeptic might argue that there is no con-
stituency for simplification, but that is chang-
ing. A poll by ICR found that 66 percent said
the federal tax system is too complicated. Five
years ago slightly less than half agreed.

I believe that with a little compromise, we
can enact significant tax simplification. That is
why I have made sure this bill is essentially
revenue neutral, so it contains no tax in-
crease. And that is why the bill does not try to
change the tax burden between economic in-
come groups. This is not an attack on the
wealthy, nor anyone else. As with any change
in the tax law, there are some winners and
losers—but I want to stress that this is inci-
dental to the objective of the bill—which is
simplification that benefits us all.

The bill has three parts. The first is based
on legislation I introduced in the last two Con-
gresses regarding nonrefundable personal
credits. The second part simplifies the taxation
of capital gains. The third part repeals two hid-
den marginal tax rates on high income individ-
uals, and repeals the individual minimum tax.
TITLE I—SIMPLIFICATION RELATING TO NONREFUNDABLE

PERSONAL CREDITS

In recent years, much tax relief has been
given to taxpayers in the form of nonrefund-
able credits, like the two education credits.
These credits are not usable against the alter-
native minimum tax. That means that more
and more individuals will lose all or part of
these credits, and will have to fill out the ex-
tremely complicated AMT form. Congress rec-
ognized this problem last year by enacting my
proposal to waive this until the end of this tax
year. It also, this year, permanently took the
child credit and the adoption credit out of the
AMT. Now is the time to finish the job.

The other problem with nonrefundable cred-
its is that the phase out provisions vary from
credit to credit, causing unnecessary com-
plexity. In addition, the same additional dollar
of income can result in a reduction in more
than one nonrefundable credit.

It is fundamentally wrong to promise the
American public tax relief, then take all or part
of it away in a backhanded manner. This fun-
damentally flawed policy, enacted in 1997, will
get worse each and every year as more Amer-

ican families find themselves to be AMT tax-
payers simply because of the impact of infla-
tion, or because of their desire to take advan-
tage of the tax relief we have promised them.
Not only that, this situation will also get worse
if additional nonrefundable credits are ap-
proved by Congress.

The bill addresses both concerns. First, it
permanently waives the minimum tax limita-
tions on all nonrefundable credits. Second, the
bill creates a single phase out range for the
adoption credit, the child credit, and the edu-
cation credits, replacing the current three
phase out ranges.

TITLE II—SIMPLIFICATION OF CAPITAL GAINS TAX

The second title of this bill is, essentially,
Mr. Coyne’s capital gains proposal from 1999.
Under current law, there are 5 different tax
rates for long term capital gains, and a 54 line
tax form that must be endured. Moreover, this
part of the tax code is already scheduled to
get worse because additional rates will take
affect under current law in 2006.

The solution is clear. Replace this jumble of
rates and forms with a simple 38 percent ex-
clusion. Not only will this result in tremendous
simplification (eliminating 36 of the 54 lines),
but more than 97 percent of individuals would
be eligible for modest capital gains tax reduc-
tions.

TITLE III—REPEAL OF CERTAIN HIDDEN MARGINAL
RATE INCREASES, AND OF THE INDIVIDUAL MINIMUM TAX

The third title of the bill repeals the hidden
marginal rate increases in current law, and re-
peals the individual minimum tax. Most of my
colleagues understand the phrases, PEP and
Pease. Under current law, itemized deductions
are gradually reduced by 3 percent of adjusted
gross income above approximately $124,000.
This is known as the Pease provision. In addi-
tion, personal exemptions are phased out for
incomes between approximately $187,000 and
$309,000. This is PEP. If we did not hide the
effect of these provisions of current law, more
people would know that these provisions result
in hidden marginal rate increases. These mar-
ginal rate increases begin at almost 1 percent
for incomes above $124,000, and increases
for those with incomes above $187,000 by
about .78 percent for each dependent. The im-
portant point here is that current law has a
hidden marginal rate increase, which gets
worse as families grow larger. The most re-
cently passed tax bill made some progress in
this area, but not enough.

The second part of this title is a complete
repeal of the individual minimum tax. The min-
imum tax was intended to make sure that
wealthy individuals did not overuse certain tax
benefits and unfairly reduce their tax burden.
It no longer accomplishes that goal. Most of
the significant business related provisions
have already been repealed. Since the AMT is
not adjusted for inflation, more and more mid-
dle and upper middle income taxpayers are
falling into the AMT. This is not what was in-
tended, especially when you note that what
pushes taxpayers into the AMT now, more
often than not, are state and local income and
property taxes, personal exemptions, and the
nonrefundable credits. I repeat, this is not
what Congress was trying to accomplish when
the AMT was passed.

My suggestion is to repeal it for individuals,
and substitute a simple tax on adjusted gross
income. The current hidden tax is dropped,
and is paid for with an explicit tax on the same
individuals. They get simplification, and we
convert a deceptive practice into an open one.

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 05:06 Jul 18, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A17JY8.025 pfrm04 PsN: E17PT1


